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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the maPing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )|3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 04 March 2004 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) E3 Claim(s) 1-1 9,21 -34,36-38 and 40-53, 55-63 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) S Claim(s) 60 is/are allowed. 

6) |3 Claim(s) 1-19, 21-34. 36-38 and 40-53. 55-63 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment C filed 3/4/04. 

2. The rejection of claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 1 1-16, 20, 21, 25, 27, 30-35, 39, 40, 44, 46, 49-54, 58, 
and 59 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emens have been withdrawn as 
necessitated by the amendment. 

3. Claims 20, 35, 39, and 54, have been cancelled in the application. 

4. Claims 1-19, 21-34, 36-38, 40-53, 55-60 are pending in the case. Claims 58, 59, 60, 61, 
62, and 63, are independent claims. 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 61, 62, 63, 8-13, 27-34, 41-53, 55-57, 58, and 59, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt et al., U.S. Patent Number 6,501,472 filed (3/6/98). 
In reference to independent claims 61, 62, and 63, Hunt teaches: 

The client processing initially requests a graphical image from the server. A handshaking 
method is described that allows communication between a first process (the client) and a second 
process (the server) in preparation for the retrieval of displayable data. See column 7, lines 9-20. 
As presently claimed, the first process and second process do not preclude the Examiner from 
utilizing the client/server handshaking techniques of Hunt to suggest similar events. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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A decision determines whether the customization flag is set at the client. If the decision 
determines that the customization flag is set, then image control data is sent from the client to the 
server. See column 9, lines 40-57. The reference provides a reasonable suggestion of a resolution 
to the request for image data as described by the handshaking techniques of the image data 
requests. 

The reference does not explicitly state, "transmitting a request for additional information 
relating to the request for data from the first process to the second process; however, the request 
from the client to the server suggest two distinct request related to each other. The first request is 
a capabilities query related to the image and following the handshaking method a customization 
flag is set and another request is made to retrieve the customized image data. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified 
the handshaking techniques of Hunt and utilized the distinct image data requests to provide 
additional information similar to that of the request for the actual customized image data thus 
enabling graphical images files to be transmitted more flexibly and efficiently. 
In reference to dependent claims 8-13, 27-34, Hunt teaches: 

The client processing initially requests a graphical image from the server. A handshaking 
method is described that allows communication between a first process (the client) and a second 
process (the server) in preparation for the retrieval of displayable data. See column 7, lines 9-20. 
As presently claimed, the first process and second process do not preclude the Examiner from 
utilizing the client/server handshaking techniques of Hunt to suggest similar events. 

A decision determines whether the customization flag is set at the client. If the decision 
determines that the customization flag is set, then image control data is sent from the client to the 
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server. See column 9, lines 40-57. The reference provides a reasonable suggestion of a resolution 
to the request for image data as described by the handshaking techniques of the image data 
requests. Hunt further teaches the image processing is utilized by the server machine to 
customize the images. Namely, the data associated with a graphical image file is customized in a 
manner such that image quality versus size can be controlled. See column 8, lines 30-36. 
In reference to claims 41-53, 55-57, the claims reflect the computer program product comprising 
computer instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in claims 1-18, and in further 
view of the following, is rejected along the same rationale. 

In reference to claims 58 and 59, the claims recite similar limitations to those of claim 61, and in 
further view of the following, is are rejected along the same rationale. 

7. Claims 2-7, 14-19, 21-26, 36-38, 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hunt as applied to claim 61, 62, and 63 above, and further in view of 
Mast, USPN 5,881,287 filed (3/25/97). 
In reference to dependent claims 2, 21, 40, Hunt teaches: 

The customization of images, namely the data associated with a graphical image file is 
customized in a manner such that image quality versus size can be controlled. The reference does 
not explicitly teach a modified version of protected data based upon the protected data request. 
However, Mast teaches a resolution to the request for protected data is resolved through the 
utilization of software routines and replaced with a specified pattern or message. The reference 
provides a proficient suggestion of modifying images based on a resolution to prevent the 
transfer of protected data. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having 
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the teachings of Hunt and Mast before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
resolution method taught by Hunt to include the image protection techniques of Mast, because 
the control of image data would have given the enhanced applications at the end user's system. 
In reference to dependent claims 3, 22, 23, 36, Hunt teaches: 

The customization of images, namely the data associated with a graphical image file is 
customized in a manner such that image quality versus size can be controlled. The reference does 
not explicitly teach a modified version of protected data based upon the protected data request. 
However, Mast teaches a resolution to the request for protected data is resolved through the 
utilization of software routines and replaced with a specified pattern or message. Mast further 
discloses areas in a destination region that correspond to the source region from which no source 
data was copied are then filled with any pattern or distorted in some way to indicate that those 
regions correspond to protected images. See column 9, lines 55-67. The reference provides a 
proficient suggestion of modifying images based on a resolution to prevent the transfer of 
protected data. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt and Mast before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
resolution method taught by Hunt to include the image protection techniques of Mast, because 
the control of image data would have given the enhanced applications at the end user's system. 
In reference to dependent claims 4, 24, 37, 38, Hunt teaches: 

The customization of images, namely the data associated with a graphical image file is 
customized in a manner such that image quality versus size can be controlled. The reference does 
not explicitly teach a modified version of protected data based upon the protected data request. 
However, Mast teaches a resolution to the request for protected data is resolved through the 
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utilization of software routines and replaced with a specified pattern or message. Mast further 
discloses areas in a destination region that correspond to the source region from which no source 
data was copied are then filled with any pattern or distorted in some way to indicate that those 
regions correspond to protected images. See column 9, lines 55-67. The reference provides a 
proficient suggestion of modifying images based on a resolution to prevent the transfer of 
protected data. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt and Mast before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
resolution method taught by Hunt to include the image protection techniques of Mast, because 
the control of image data would have given the enhanced applications at the end user's system. 
In reference to dependent claims 5, 6, 7, 14-19, 25, 26, Hunt teaches: 

The customization of images, namely the data associated with a graphical image 
file is customized in a manner such that image quality versus size can be controlled. The 
reference does not explicitly teach a modified version of protected data based upon the protected 
data request. However, Mast teaches a resolution to the request for protected data is resolved 
through the utilization of software routines and replaced with a specified pattern or message. See 
column 10, lines 64-67. The reference provides a proficient suggestion of modifying images 
based on a resolution to prevent the transfer of protected data. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Hunt and Mast before him at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the resolution method taught by Hunt to include the image 
protection techniques of Mast, because the control of image data would have given the enhanced 
applications at the end user's system. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
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8. 



Claim 60 is allowed. 



Response to Arguments 



9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-63 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew J. Ludwig whose telephone number is 703-305-8043. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 703-308-51 86. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



ML 

May 13, 2004 



/JOSEPH R-m n 
SUPERVISORY PAT£i\ , JOINER 




